Colorado, in providing data processing services for a real estate database (Company). The real estate information services database would include real estate/property records, which identify each parcel of real property for all counties within Colorado, and contain information on the improvements made on the parcel, its current ownership, legal description, tax assessment, and other information. Company also would provide related services by owning and operating an on-line computer system capable of storing data necessary for a public and private real estate/property records database and by retrieving information from the database in an electrical impulse form or hard copy form. Company proposes to conduct these activities throughout Colorado.
Section 4(c)(8) of the BHC Act provides that a bank holding company may, with Board approval, engage in any activity ''which the Board after due notice and opportunity for hearing has determined (by order or regulation) to be so closely related to banking or managing or controlling banks as to be a proper incident thereto . . . .'' 12 USC 1843(c)(8). In publishing the proposal for comment, the Board does not take a position on issues raised by the proposal. Notice of the proposal is published solely in order to seek the views of interested persons on the issues presented by the notice, and does not represent a determination by the Board that the proposal meets or is likely to meet the standards of the BHC Act.
Any Y (12 CFR 225.25) or that the Board has determined by Order to be closely related to banking and permissible for bank holding companies. Unless otherwise noted, these activities will be conducted throughout the United States.
Each notice is available for inspection at the Federal Reserve Bank indicated. Once the notice has been accepted for processing, it will also be available for inspection at the offices of the Board of Governors. Interested persons may express their views in writing on the question whether the proposal complies with the standards of section 4 of the BHC Act, including whether consummation of the proposal can ''reasonably be expected to produce benefits to the public, such as greater convenience, increased competition, or gains in efficiency, that outweigh possible adverse effects, such as undue concentration of resources, decreased or unfair competition, conflicts of interests, or unsound banking practices'' (12 U.S.C. 1843). Any request for a hearing on this question must be accompanied by a statement of the reasons a written presentation would not suffice in lieu of a hearing, identifying specifically any questions of fact that are in dispute, summarizing the evidence that would be presented at a hearing, and indicating how the party commenting would be aggrieved by approval of the proposal.
Unless otherwise noted, comments regarding the applications must be received at the Reserve Bank indicated or the offices of the Board of Governors not later than July 12, 1996.
A Figures 2a and 2b , which are labeled to indicate they represent the results of research from different DNA samples when in fact a number of lanes are duplicates. Although Dr. Kumar denies that he intended to deceive anyone, C.I.T. concluded in its Report that the ''deliberate presentation of duplications of one experiment which are labeled to indicate they came from separate DNA samples deceives the reader as to the real source of the DNA in the experiment, where the central point of the experiment is the similarity of results among different sources.'' ORI also accepted the C.I.T. conclusion that Dr. Kumar presented Figure 2c of the JEM paper ''in a very misleading fashion.'' The central observation of the JEM paper is that both alleles of the alpha chain of the T-cell receptor gene are frequently rearranged. This conclusion was based, in part, on Figure  2c , which C.I.T. found had been labeled in a misleading fashion that led the reader to believe that the heavy band at the top of the blot was an 8kb restriction fragment (i.e., representing an internal control) rather than undigested material that failed to enter the gel. Examination of the original film indicates that there was no evidence that the second alphachain rearranges in mature T-cells. Thus, ORI further accepted the C.I.T. conclusion that Figure 2 was intentionally falsified and/or fabricated and that, as a result, ''one of the main scientific results of this paper was not substantiated by the original data. '' In addition, ORI found that Dr. Kumar committed scientific misconduct by falsifying and/or fabricating Figure 5b of a manuscript that was submitted for publication to the journal Cell (Cell manuscript), but was later withdrawn. ORI accepted the C.I.T. conclusion that lanes 6, 7 and 8 of Figure 5b are the same as lanes 11, 12 and 13, respectively, even though they are labeled as being from different samples. ORI also accepted the C.I.T. conclusion that Dr. Kumar made a number of other materially misleading statements in the Cell manuscript that were not supported by the primary data. For example, C.I.T. concluded that Dr. Kumar made a number of materially misleading statements about the age of mice and the timing of the injection of peptides into these mice in a paper published in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 87:1337 Sciences, 87: -1341 Sciences, 87: (1990 (PNAS paper) . This information is material because induction of the disease studied (i.e., allergic encephalomyelitis) is dependent upon the age of the mice.
Based upon the findings of scientific misconduct in the C.I.T. Report, the JEM and PNAS papers were retracted prior to ORI's findings in this case.
ORI and Dr. Kumar agreed to resolve the case through a negotiated settlement and limited voluntary exclusion agreement (Agreement), which the parties agreed shall not be construed as an admission of liability or wrongdoing on the part of the Dr. Kumar. Dr. Kumar plans to submit a letter to ORI in which he summarizes his response to ORI's findings. Dr. Kumar has agreed to exclude himself voluntarily from serving in any advisory capacity to the PHS, including service on any PHS advisory committee, board, and/or peer review committee, or as a consultant for a period of three years. Dr. Kumar has also agreed to exclude himself voluntarily, for a period of eighteen (18) months from any contracting or subcontracting with any agency of the United States Government and from eligibility for, or involvement in, nonprocurement transactions (e.g. grants and cooperative agreements) of the United States Government. However, this provision will not apply to a currently pending PHS grant application involving Dr. Kumar.
In addition, any institution that uses Dr. Kumar in any capacity on PHS supported research must concurrently submit a plan for supervision of Dr. Kumar's duties, designed to ensure the scientific integrity of Dr. Kumar's research, for a period of three (3) years. Similarly, any institution employing Dr. Kumar must submit, in conjunction with each application for PHS funds or report of PHS funded research in which Dr. Kumar is involved, a certification that the data provided by Dr. Kumar are based on actual experiments or are otherwise legitimately derived and that the data, procedures and methodology are accurately reported in the application or research report, for a period of three (3) years.
